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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

 
GEORGIA-PACIFIC CONSUMER  
PRODUCTS LP, 
 

Opposer, 
 

v. 
 
GLOBAL TISSUE GROUP, INC. 
 

Applicant. 

 
 
 
 

 
Opposition No.:  91184529 
Serial No.:  77/364,616 

 
GEORGIA-PACIFIC’S OPPOSITION TO  

APPLICANT GLOBAL TISSUE GROUP’S MOTION FOR LEAVE TO  
AMEND ANSWER 

 
 Applicant Global Tissue Group’s (“Global Tissue”) request to add sixteen new 

counterclaims is seventeen (17) months late, and the counterclaims long ago were waived.  

Global Tissue knew of the alleged grounds for these counterclaims (that the term 

“QUILTED” purportedly is descriptive), yet failed to plead any counterclaims as part of its 

Answer in July 2008.1  Since that time, Global Tissue sat on its hands and failed to conduct 

any discovery; instead engaging in a pattern of obstructionist delay tactics designed to 

subvert this proceeding.  Now, exactly one week before the (twice-extended) close of 

discovery, Global Tissue asks the Board to grant it leave to file sixteen new counterclaims to 

cancel registrations for Georgia-Pacific’s QUILTED marks—half of which are not even 

asserted by Georgia-Pacific in this proceeding—as a means of further delay.   

 The Board’s rules require that counterclaims to cancel an opposer’s registrations 

“shall be pleaded with or as part of the answer.”  37 C.F.R. § 2.106(b)(2)(i) (emphasis 

                                                
1 Global Tissue also failed to assert any counterclaims when it filed its Answer to the Amended Notice of 
Opposition in mid-2009. 
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added).  The only exception to this rule is where the grounds for the counterclaims were not 

known to the applicant at the time the Answer is filed.  But, Global Tissue did know of the 

basis for its counterclaims at the time it filed its Answer in 2008 and again when it filed its 

Answer to the Amended Notice of Opposition in 2009.  Indeed, Global Tissue asserted 

descriptiveness as an affirmative defense in both of these pleadings -- but not as a 

counterclaim.  Thus, the counterclaims are not based on any “newly discovered” information.  

 It would be highly prejudicial to require Georgia-Pacific, which already has 

completed discovery in a timely manner, to incur the significant additional expense in 

conducting discovery and defending against sixteen new claims after the close of discovery.  

The counterclaims would also be a waste of judicial resources because they are legally 

insufficient and thus futile.  The Board should deny Global Tissue’s motion to amend. 

STATEMENT OF RELEVANT FACTS  

A. Procedural History 

 On June 11, 2008, Georgia-Pacific filed its Notice of Opposition.  (Dkt. 1.)  Global 

Tissue field its Answer on July 16, 2008, and asserted no counterclaims.  (Dkt. 4.)  Its 

Answer asserted the following affirmative defense:  “The terms ‘QUILT’ and ‘QUILTED’ 

for the relevant goods are generic or highly descriptive and to which no party may claim 

exclusive rights.”  (Dkt. 4.)    Although the original close of discovery was scheduled by the 

Board for February 16, 2009, since that time it has been reset twice, on May 4 and September 

9.  (See Dkt. 13 and 22.)  Both of these extensions of the discovery period were necessitated 

by obstructionist and delay tactics on the part of Global Tissue. 

   While Georgia-Pacific substituted counsel early in this proceeding on December 12, 

2008,  it worked diligently to complete discovery within the originally set discovery period 
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and served timely notices for the depositions of Global Tissues witnesses.  But, it became 

necessary for Georgia-Pacific to file a motion for an extension of discovery on January 21, 

because Global Tissue (1) would not make its witnesses available for noticed depositions 

before the close of discovery; (2) refused to consent to Georgia-Pacific’s proposed Protective 

Order eventually approved by the Board; and (3) refused to produce documents prior to the 

Board’s resolution of Georgia-Pacific’s Motion for Protective Order.  (See Dkt. 8.)  Global 

Tissue opposed the motion.  (See id.)  On May 4, 2009, the Board granted the motion and 

extended discovery to July 10.  (See Dkt. 13.)  

 On June 4, 2009, the parties completed the exchange of documents, and Georgia-

Pacific took depositions of Global Tissue’s witnesses a few weeks later, on June 24.  

(Declaration of Charlene Marino (attached as Exhibit A) ¶ 3.)  In these depositions, Global 

Tissue once again engaged in obstructionist tactics when its witnesses refused to answer 

relevant questions, requiring Georgia-Pacific to move to compel responses with the Board on 

July 1.  (See Dkt. 16.)  After oral argument with the interlocutory attorney, the Board granted 

Georgia-Pacific’s Motion to Compel and reset the close of discovery to December 2, 2009.    

Georgia-Pacific then conducted the Board-ordered follow-up deposition of Global Tissue’s 

30(b)(6) representative on October 23.  (Marino Dec. ¶ 9.) 

 On June 30, Georgia-Pacific also filed a Motion to Amend the Notice of Opposition 

to assert the additional claim that Global Tissue lacked a bona fide intent to use the QUILTY 

mark.  (Dkt. 14.)  The basis for this motion was the newly acquired information Georgia-

Pacific had obtained in discovery (namely in the deposition of Global Tissue’s 30(b)(6) 

representative) that Global Tissue did not have any documents or other evidence showing 
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that it had taken any steps to use the mark in commerce.  (See id.)  The Board granted the 

motion to amend on September 9, 2009.  (Dkt. 22.)   

 Global Tissue filed an Answer to the Amended Notice of Opposition on October 7, 

and again did not assert any counterclaims.  (Dkt. 24.)   

 More than a year ago, in November 2008, Georgia-Pacific responded to the only 

discovery Global Tissue ever sought to take -- written interrogatories and Requests for 

Production of Documents.  (Marino Dec. ¶ 2.)  At that time, Georgia-Pacific disclosed the 

witnesses who may have knowledge relevant to the case.  (Marino Dec. ¶ 3.)   Georgia-

Pacific produced responsive documents in January and June 2009.  (Marino Dec. ¶¶ 4, 7.)   

Between November 2008 and November 2009 (when Global Tissue filed its series of 

motions), Global Tissue took no depositions, served no additional interrogatories, requested 

no additional documents, and therefore obtained no “new” information that might give rise to 

new counterclaims.  (Id. ¶ 11.)     

B. Global Tissue’s Last-Minute Request to Amend its Answer 

 On November 17, 2009, a year after obtaining Georgia-Pacific’s written discovery 

responses and only two weeks before the close of discovery, counsel for Global Tissue 

contacted counsel for Georgia-Pacific and asked if Georgia-Pacific would consent to a 

motion to amend the Answer to assert counterclaims.  (See id. ¶ 18 & Ex. A.)  Georgia-

Pacific asked Global Tissue to identify the nature of the counterclaims so it could determine 

whether they were based upon any newly-acquired information.  (Id. ¶ 19 & Ex. B.)  Global 

Tissue’s counsel responded in a telephone conversation that it intended to move to add 

counterclaims to cancel a number of Georgia-Pacific registrations, similar to the Cancellation 

proceeding filed against Georgia-Pacific by Kimberly-Clark in September, 2009, but did not 
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identify any newly-acquired facts or evidence giving rise to these new counterclaims.  (Id. ¶ 

20)  

 On November 25, 2009 (the day before Thanksgiving), only one week before the 

close of discovery, Global Tissue filed its Motion to Amend, asking the Board for permission 

to file an Amended Answer asserting sixteen new counterclaims, all of which seek 

cancellation of certain of Georgia-Pacific’s QUILTED registrations on the basis of 

descriptiveness, and alleging that five registrations have also been abandoned .  (Dkt. 27.)  

Only half of these counterclaims seek to cancel QUILTED registrations cited by Georgia-

Pacific in its Notice of Opposition: 

(1) Reg. No. 2,872,813 for QUILTING (Count 1); 
(2) Reg. No. 2,957,128 for QUILTED (Count 2); 
(3) Reg. No. 3,170,713 for ACOLCHINADO (Count 3); 
(4) Reg. No. 2,933,048 for QUILTED & Design (Count 4); 
(5) Reg. No. 3,069,376 for PLUSH-QUILTS (Count 5); 
(6) Reg. No. 2,968,615 for QUILTED NORTHERN (Count 6); 
(7) Reg. No. 3,018,501 for QUILTED NORTHERN PS (Count 9); and 
(8) Reg. No. 3,293,547 for QUILTED NORTHERN PS (Count 10). 

(Dkt. 27) (the “Cited Registrations”).  The proposed counterclaims allege that the Cited 

Registrations should be cancelled because the term “Quilted” is descriptive, and also allege 

that five of them (Reg. Nos. 2,872,813, 2,957,128, 3,170,713, 2,933,048, and 3,069,376) 

have been abandoned by Georgia-Pacific due to non-use under Section 14(3) of the Lanham 

Act.  (Id.)    

 The remaining proposed counterclaims seek to cancel QUILTED registrations owned 

by Georgia-Pacific that were not relied upon in the Notice of Opposition: 

(1) Reg. No. 3,463,900 for Q ULTRA QUILTED NORTHERN & Design (Count 7); 
(2) Reg. No. 3,463,899 for Q QUILTED NORTHERN & Design (Count 8); 
(3) Reg. No. 3,463,460 for Q QUILTED NORTHERN & Design (Count 11); 
(4) Reg. No. 2,980,757 for THE ULTIMATE QUILTED CLEAN (Count 12); 
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(5) Reg. No. 3,642,378 for QUILTED NORTHERN SOFT & STRONG (Count 13); 
(6) Reg. No. 3,517,622 for QUILTED NORTHERN ULTRA PLUSH (Count 14); 
(7) Reg. No. 3,642,213 for Q QUILTED NORTHERN SOFT & STRONG & Design 

(Count 15); and 
(8) Reg. No. 3,532,136 for the mark Q ULTRA QUILTED NORTHERN OUR 

SOFTEST EVER & Design (Count 16). 

(Dkt. 27) (the “Non-Cited Registrations”).  The alleged grounds for these counterclaims is 

that the term “QUILTED” in the marks is descriptive.  (Id.) 

ARGUMENT AND CITATION OF AUTHORITY  

 The amendment of pleadings is governed by Rule 15(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure, which states that leave shall be freely granted “when justice so requires, unless 

entry of the proposed amendment would be prejudicial to the rights of the adverse party or 

would violate settled law.”  Trek Bicycle Corp. v. StyleTrek Ltd., 64 U.S.P.Q.2d 1540, 1541 

(T.T.A.B. 2002) (denying motion to amend).  A motion for leave to amend “should be filed 

as soon as any ground for such amendment becomes apparent.”  Id.  A motion to amend may 

be denied for “undue delay, bad faith or dilatory motive” on the part of the movant, but the 

Board has made clear that “[a]ny party who delays filing a motion for leave to amend its 

pleading and, in so delaying, causes prejudice to its adversary, is action contrary to the spirit 

of Rule 15(a) and risks denial of that motion.”  Id.   

 Global Tissue’s motion to amend should be denied because: (1) it knew about the 

alleged grounds for the counterclaim at the time it filed its Answer; (2) requiring Georgia-

Pacific to conduct new discovery and defend against at the late hour in this proceeding would 

be prejudicial; and (3) the proposed counterclaims are futile. 

 

 



7 
 
US2008 1019803.1  
 

A. Global Tissue was Aware of the Grounds for the Proposed Counterclaims at the 
Time it Filed its Answer. 

 The proposed counterclaims to cancel the Cited Registrations are governed by 

Trademark Rule 2.106 (see TMBP 507.02(b)), which states: 

A defense attacking the validity of any one or more of the registrations 
pleaded in the opposition shall be a compulsory counterclaim if grounds for 
such counterclaim exist at the time when the answer is filed. If grounds for a 
counterclaim are known to the applicant when the answer to the 
opposition is filed, the counterclaim shall be pleaded with or as part of the 
answer. If grounds for a counterclaim are learned during the course of the 
opposition proceeding, the counterclaim shall be pleaded promptly after the 
grounds therefore are learned.   

 
37 C.F.R. § 2.106(b)(2)(i) (emphasis added). 

 Because they are compulsory counterclaims, Global Tissue must have filed its 

counterclaims for the cancellation of the Cited Registrations with its original Answer (or at 

the very least in its Answer to the Amended Notice) if it wanted to challenge the validity of 

those registrations.  Because these counterclaims were not filed with the Answer, Global 

Tissue is now “barred from seeking to cancel the pleaded registrations on any ground that 

existed at the time the answer…was filed.”  B. Chapman, Tips from the TTAB:  Amending 

Pleadings:  The Right Stuff, 81 T.M.R. 302, 207 (1991).   

  The only basis upon which the Board can permit the proposed amendment to add 

counterclaims concerning the Cited Registrations is if Global Tissue can show that the 

grounds for the counterclaim were not known at the time the answer was originally filed.  Id.  

See also TBC Corp. v. Grand Prix Ltd., 12 USPQ2d 1311, 1313 (TTAB 1989) (denying 

motion to amend unless applicant could show whether the grounds for the proposed 

counterclaim were known by the applicant at the time it filed its original answer). Global 

Tissue has not, and cannot, make this showing. 
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 All eight proposed counterclaims allege that the marks are descriptive due to their use 

of the term “QUILTED.”  Though without merit, this ground is clearly one that Global 

Tissue knew about at the time it filed its Answer.  Affirmative Defense No. 29 in the original 

Answer states: “The terms ‘QUILT’ and ‘QUILTED’ for the relevant goods are generic or 

highly descriptive and to which no party may claim exclusive rights.”  (Dkt. 4.)  Thus, any 

counterclaims for cancellation based on descriptiveness were required to be filed in the 

Answer more than a year ago. 

 Similarly, Global Tissue has failed to point to any facts it has learned over the course 

of this proceeding to support its specious allegations that the QUILTED marks in Reg. Nos. 

2,957,128, 3,170,713, 2,933,048, and 3,069,376 have been abandoned by Georgia-Pacific 

due to non-use.  Indeed, its motion is completely silent on this issue, and thus Global Tissue 

has not met its burden to show that it did not know about the grounds for this claim at the 

time it filed its Answer.2  See Trek Bicycle, 64 U.S.P.Q.2d at 1541 (denying motion to amend 

to add dilution claim when the claim had been available during the course of the proceeding 

and the motion was “wholly silent as to why the dilution claim was not raised earlier”). 

 The remaining proposed counterclaims regarding the Non-Cited Registrations 

similarly are time-barred.  These proposed counterclaims all rest on the allegation that the 

use of “Quilted” in the marks is descriptive and thus should have been disclaimed.  As shown 

above, Global Tissue alleged from the outset that the terms “quilt” and “quilted” are 

descriptive, and therefore it clearly knew of the grounds for these counterclaims and should 

have pleaded them in the Answer.  See Long John Silver’s, Inc. v. Lou Scharf Inc., 213 

                                                
2 It would be too late for Global Tissue to raise this issue in its Reply brief.  See No Fear, Inc. v. Rule, 54 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1551, 1553 (T.T.A.B. 2000) (new arguments raised for first time in reply briefs are ignored). 
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U.S.P.Q. 263, 265 (T.T.A.B. 1982) (denying motion to amend where grounds for amendment 

were known to the party at the time the original pleading was filed).   

 In its motion, Global Tissue makes the claim that “[before] being able to plead these 

counterclaims, it was necessary for Global Tissue to investigate the facts underlying such 

counts” and “seek discovery from Opposer.”  (Motion to Amend, at 6.)  These vague 

assertions fail to point to any fact or other new evidence it uncovered during this so-called 

“investigation.”  Global Tissue further claims that it “only recently learned of additional 

documents/evidence contained in Georgia-Pacific’s ongoing dispute with Kimberly-Clark.”  

(Id. at 7.)  Again, Global Tissue fails to point to a single new “document” or other 

“evidence” it has acquired to support these newly-asserted counterclaims.3  All of Georgia-

Pacific’s responsive documents were produced to Global Tissue back in June -- months 

before Global Tissue filed its Answer to the Amended Notice of Opposition.  (Marino Dec. 

¶¶ 4, 7.) 

 In reality, what Global Tissue has become aware of is allegations that Kimberly-

Clark has made in a separate inter partes proceeding it filed in September against Georgia-

Pacific.  Global Tissue’s proposed counterclaims are nearly identical to the Petition for 

Cancellation filed by Kimberly Clark, and counsel for Global Tissue indicated that they 

intended to file similar claims as those made by Kimberly Clark.  (See id. ¶ 19-20.)  Just 

because Global Tissue only recently became aware of these allegations by Kimberly Clark, 

and now seeks to strategically copy them, does not excuse its failure to assert these 

                                                
3 Indeed, in the Motion to Compel Global Tissue filed concurrently, it asserts that Georgia-Pacific has not produced 
documents from the Kimberly-Clark dispute.  (See Dkt. 28 at 9-10.) 
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counterclaims in a timely fashion at the outset of this proceeding, since Global Tissue has 

learned no new facts or evidence supporting its counterclaims.   

 B. Adding Sixteen Late-Noticed Counterclaims would be Prejudicial to 
Georgia-Pacific. 

 The Board will also deny leave to amend “when entry of the proposed amendment 

would be prejudicial to the right of the adverse party.”  The Black & Decker Corp. v. 

Emerson Electric Co., 84 U.S.P.Q.2d 1482, 1484 (T.T.A.B. 2007).  As set forth in T.B.M.P. 

§ 507.02(a), the time of Global Tissue’s motion for leave to amend under Rule 15(a) plays a 

large role in the Board’s determination of whether Georgia-Pacific would be prejudiced by 

allowance of the proposed amendment.  Id.  

  Here, not only did Global Tissue fail to assert its counterclaims for cancellation with 

its Answer, it waited until one week prior to the close of discovery (on the day before 

Thanksgiving) to move to amend.  Georgia-Pacific long ago completed its discovery in this 

case, including having to travel to New York twice to depose Global Tissue’s witnesses due 

to their obstructive tactics during the first depositions.  During all of discovery, including 

numerous extensions, Global Tissue sat on its hands, failed to conduct its own discovery, and 

waited until the eleventh hour to file a flurry of motions seeking to further delay and prolong 

this action.  (Marino Dec. ¶ 11.) 

 If the Board permits Global Tissue to amend its Answer and to re-open discovery 

(which it seeks contemporaneously with this motion (see Dkt. 26)), Georgia-Pacific would 

incur substantial additional expense of going through the discovery period twice in order to 

defend against claims that should have been made at the outset of this proceeding.  This 

would be highly prejudicial and burdensome to Georgia-Pacific, and thus Global Tissue’s 
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motion should be denied.  See International Finance Corporation v. Bravo Co., 64 USPQ2d 

1597, 1604 (TTAB 2002) (motion denied where although discovery still open, movant 

provided no explanation for two-year delay in seeking to add new claim); Black & Decker, 

84 U.S.P.Q.2d at 1484 (denying motion to amend where movant failed to file motion within 

the discovery period and thus would be prejudicial to the other party). 

 C. The Proposed Counterclaims Are Futile. 

 Leave to amend should be denied when the proposed counterclaims are legally 

insufficient, and thus cannot prevail.  Trek Bicycle. 64 U.S.P.Q.2d at 1541 (“Where the 

moving party seeks to add a new claim or defense, and the proposed pleading thereof is 

legally insufficient, the Board normally will deny the motion for leave to amend.”) (citing 

Octocom Systems, Inc. v. Houston Computer Services, Inc., 918 F.2d 937, 939 (Fed. Cir. 

1990)). 

 Global Tissue’s allegation that Georgia-Pacific’s QUILTED marks are descriptive has 

no merit.  For nearly all of the QUILTED registrations Global Tissue seeks to cancel, 

Georgia-Pacific claimed under Section 2(f) that its use of “Quilted” had become “distinctive 

of the [Georgia-Pacific’s] goods in commerce.”  15 U.S.C. § 1052(f).4  The Section 2(f) 

claims asserted by Georgia-Pacific thus already were reviewed and accepted by the PTO.5  

(Marino Dec. ¶ 21 & Ex. C.)    

                                                
4 Under Section 2(f), a mark that is otherwise barred from registration can still obtain registration if the applicant 
proves that the mark has become distinctive.  See Yamaha Int’l Corp. v. Hoshino Gakki Co., Ltd., 840 F.2d 1572, 
1580 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 
5 Reg. No. 2,872,813 for QUILTING does not contain a claim of distinctiveness under Section 2(f).  However, 
Global Tissue does not contend that this mark is descriptive in its proposed counterclaim.  (See Ex. A to Global 
Tissue’s Motion to Amend, at 7.)  Reg. No. 3,069,376 for PLUSH-QUILTS also does not contain a claim of 
distinctiveness; however, the PTO in reviewing the application never found that the mark was descriptive.  
Moreover, as shown below, the use of “Quilt” or “Quilted” as used in connection with Georgia-Pacific’s goods has 
acquired secondary meaning due to length of use, extensive sales, and extensive advertising of the QUILTED marks. 
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 A presumption of validity attaches to Georgia-Pacific’s § 2(f) claim of distinctiveness 

as to “Quilted.”  Cold War Museum, Inc. v. Cold War Air Museum, Inc., __ F.3d __, 2009 

WL 3644936, *2 (Fed. Cir. 2009).  The party seeking cancellation in a § 2(f) case bears the 

initial burden to “establish a prima facie case of no acquired distinctiveness.”  Id. at 4.  To 

satisfy this burden and rebut the presumption of validity, Global Tissue must produce 

sufficient evidence for the Board to conclude, in view of the entire record in the cancellation 

proceeding, that it has rebutted the QUILTED marks’ presumption of acquired 

distinctiveness by a preponderance of the evidence.  Id. (reversing cancellation of mark 

where petitioner failed to meet its burden of overcoming presumption of acquired 

distinctiveness). 

 Global Tissue cannot satisfy its burden to overcome the presumption of acquired 

distinctiveness in Georgia-Pacific’s use of “Quilted” in its QUILTED marks.  Acquired 

distinctiveness (or secondary meaning) can be established through (1) exclusivity, manner, 

and length of use of a mark; (2) amount and manner of advertising; (3) amount of sales and 

number of customers; and (4) established place in the market.  Nautilus Group, Inc. v. Icon 

Health & Fitness, Inc., 372 F.3d 1330, 1340 n.7 (Fed. Cir. 2004).   

Georgia-Pacific and its predecessor-in-interest have used the QUILTED marks 

continuously and extensively since 1993.  (Declaration of Andrew Towle (attached as Ex. B) 

¶ 5.)  Georgia-Pacific has had extensive sales of bathroom tissue under the QUILTED marks, 

which have totaled approximately $7.7 billion  since 1997.  (Id. ¶ 22.)  Georgia-Pacific has 

also invested substantial resources in advertising and promoting the QUILTED marks and, 

since 1998, has invested well in excess of $200 million in nationwide advertising, marketing, 

and promoting its Quilted Northern bathroom tissue and the QUILTED Marks. (Id. ¶ 10.)  
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The QUILTED Marks have also received significant recognition in the media and press, and 

articles mentioning the Quilted Northern brand have appeared in newspapers across the U.S., 

from the Chicago Tribune to the LA Times.  (Id. ¶ 19.)  The QUILTED marks also have been 

featured on websites such as Emily Post and Yahoo! News, and discussed on well-known 

and popular television programs ranging from NBC’s Today Show to The Tonight Show.  

(Id.)   

Global Tissue cannot dispute this evidence, and it has shown no grounds in its motion 

to amend that there is any evidentiary basis that the QUILTED marks are descriptive and 

have not acquired secondary meaning.  Because Global Tissue cannot overcome the 

presumption of secondary meaning in the QUILTED marks, its proposed counterclaims for 

cancellation are legally insufficient and should not be permitted. 

CONCLUSION 

 Global Tissue has clearly been aware of the grounds for its proposed counterclaims 

since the outset of this litigation, and therefore should have pled them in its Answer.  It 

would be highly prejudicial to Georgia-Pacific, who did act diligently during discovery, to 

delay the resolution of this matter any further, and require it to incur the significant expense 

of having to defend itself against sixteen additional claims at the eleventh hour.  Moreover, 

its claims are legally insufficient and thus futile, and it would be a waste of judicial resources 

for the Board to even entertain them.  Therefore, Global Tissue’s motion to amend should be 

denied in its entirety. 
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This 15th day of December, 2009. 

 
/s/ Charlene R. Marino 
R. Charles Henn Jr. 
Charlene R. Marino 
KILPATRICK STOCKTON LLP 
1100 Peachtree Street, Suite 2800 
Atlanta, Georgia  30309-4530 
Telephone: (404) 815-6500 
Facsimile: (404) 815-6555 
 
Attorneys for Opposer Georgia-Pacific 
Consumer Products LP 
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